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Abstract 
Evaluation	in	higher	education	is	an	evolving	social	practice,	that	is,	it	involves	
what	people,	institutions	and	broader	systems	do	and	say,	how	they	do	and	say	it,	
what	they	value,	the	effects	of	these	practices	and	values,	and	how	meanings	are	
ascribed.	The	textual	products	(verbal,	written,	visual,	gestural)	that	inform	and	
are	produced	by,	for	and	through	evaluative	practices	are	important	as	they	
promulgate	particular	kinds	of	meanings	and	values	in	specific	contexts.	This	
paper	reports	on	an	exploratory	study	that	sought	to	investigate,	using	discourse	
analysis,	the	types	of	evaluative	practices	that	were	ascribed	value,	and	the	
student	responses	that	ensued,	in	different	evaluative	instruments.	Findings	
indicate	that	when	a	reflective	approach	is	taken	to	evaluation,	students’	
responses	are	more	considered,	they	interrogate	their	own	engagement	in	the	
learning	context	and	they	are	more	likely	to	demonstrate	reconstructive	thought.	
These	findings	have	implications	for	reframing	evaluation	as	reflective	learning.	
	
Keywords:	evaluation	in	higher	education;	reflective	evaluation;	teaching	
evaluation;	student	evaluations;	discourses	of	evaluation	
	
Introduction 
The	importance	of	feedback	and	evaluation	on	learning	and	teaching	experiences	
in	higher	education	is	well	supported	(Blair	&	Valdez	Noel,	2014;	Cathcart,	Greer,	
&	Neale,	2013;	Nygaard	&	Belluigi,	2011).	What	is	not	so	clear	is	how,	by	whom,	
and	for	what	purposes	such	evaluations	should	be	undertaken	(Boysen,	Kelly,	
Raesly,	&	Casner,	2013).	Evaluation	in	higher	education	is	an	evolving	social	
practice	(Saunders,	2011)	or	discourse	(after	Fairclough,	2000),	that	is,	it	involves	
what	people,	institutions	and	broader	systems	do	and	say,	how	they	do	and	say	it,	
what	they	value,	the	effects	of	these	practices	and	values,	and	how	meanings	are	
ascribed.	In	this	way,	the	textual	products	(verbal,	written,	visual,	gestural)	that	
inform	and	are	produced	by,	for	and	through	evaluative	practices	are	important	
as	they	promulgate	particular	kinds	of	meanings	and	values	in	specific	contexts.	
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These	contexts	range	from	macro	socio‐political	contexts	to	micro	classroom	
contexts,	and	everything	in	between.	Positioning	evaluation	in	higher	education	
as	a	social	practice	means	that	a	rational	view	of	evaluation	is	untenable,	that	is,	
people	will	not	necessarily	take	logical	steps	to	achieve	an	institutional	goal,	even	
if	it	serves	their	interest	to	do	so	(Saunders,	2011).		
Discourses	of	evaluation	in	universities	are	multiple	and	fluid.	They	are	taken	up	
in	different	ways	by	different	people	in	the	same	institution,	and	are	open	to	
transformation	through	the	agency	of	individuals	and	groups.	Despite	the	
persistent	and	permeating	discourses	of	corporatization,	standardization	and	
accountability	(Trowler,	2011)	in	all	phases	of	education	in	Australia,	the	United	
Kingdom,	the	United	States	of	America,	New	Zealand	and	other	countries	focused	
on	greater	economic	efficiency,	there	are	always	morphogenetic	possibilities.	
Authoritative	systems	can	be	transformed	and/or	subverted	at	the	local	level	so	
that	evaluative	practices	work	for,	rather	than	against,	both	teachers	and	learners	
who	are	part	of	a	specific	learning	community.		
This	paper	reports	on	an	exploratory	study	that	sought	to	investigate	the	types	of	
evaluative	practices	that	were	ascribed	value,	and	the	student	responses	that	
ensued,	in	different	evaluative	instruments	in	one	university.	An	online	learning	
experience	survey	was	the	established	and	obligatory	standardised	system	that	
surveyed	every	student	in	every	subject	in	every	semester	in	the	same	way.	A	new,	
more	contextualised	and	reflective	tool	was	developed	to	explore	the	ways	in	
which	the	discursive	practices	of	evaluation,	including	the	language	used	and	the	
values	proffered,	would	impact	on	the	responses	that	students	provided.	Despite	
the	small‐scale	nature	of	this	study,	it	offers	important	lessons	about	the	power	of	
discourse	in	the	construction	and	enactment	of	evaluative	processes	in	higher	
education.	First,	I	outline	the	context	of	teaching	and	learning	in	higher	education,	
and	review	the	multifarious	ways	in	which	evaluation	of	teaching	and	learning	
has	been	used	and	constructed	in	higher	education.	Next,	I	propose	a	new	
approach	to	evaluation	based	on	reflective	learning.	Using	theories	of	discourse	
and	language	as	a	social	practice,	I	analyse	two	different	evaluative	systems	and	
the	student	responses	that	they	prompted	in	a	Radiography	subject	across	three	
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semesters.	Finally,	I	discuss	the	implications	of	repositioning	(reflective)	
evaluations	for	students	and	teachers.		
Teaching and learning in higher education 
In	neo‐liberal	societies,	education	has	undergone	major	shifts	in	the	ideologies	
that	influence	everyday	practice	in	universities.	Changes	in	funding	models	have	
placed	the	onus	on	students	to	self‐fund	and	on	universities	to	provide	a	sought‐
after	‘product’	that	offers	prescribed	educational	outcomes	(Chalmers,	2007).	The	
rise	of	the	student	as	discriminating	consumer	(Darwin,	2012)	and	the	
concomitant	rise	of	credentialism	(Evetts,	2009)	as	a	focus	in	higher	education	
courses,	has	led	to	university	climates	characterized	by	accountability,	efficiency	
and	performance	management.	Nevertheless,	many	university	teachers	find	ways	
to	meet	the	demands	of	educational	governance	(Ball,	2012)	while	at	the	same	
time	provide	high	quality	learning	experiences	for	diverse	students.	It	is	
important	that	evaluation	systems	capture	these	innovative	and	complex	
negotiations	of	learning	and	teaching	in	higher	education.		
	
It	seems	difficult	in	such	a	corporatized	climate	to	evaluate	quality	teaching	and	
learning	in	terms	of	rigorous	discipline	knowledge	and	engagement	with	inclusive	
and	intellectually	stimulating	pedagogies.	Student	‘clients’	cannot	so	easily	
evaluate	these	aspects	of	teacher	knowledge	and	practice,	because	they	are	
novices	in	the	disciplinary	field;	they	may	be	unaware	of	the	complex	ways	in	
which	knowledge	is	represented,	shared	and	evaluated	in	this	field;	and	they	may	
not	know	what	they	do	not	know.	What	is	much	easier	to	‘measure’	is	student	or	
‘client’	satisfaction,	which	is	important,	but	is	not	a	measure	of	a	quality	learning	
and	teaching	experience.	The	next	section	unpacks	the	discoursal	constructions	of	
evaluation	in	university	learning	and	teaching,	that	is,	how	it	is	described	and	
framed	in	the	literature.		
	
The construction of evaluation on university learning and teaching 
Evaluation	practices	of	learning	and	teaching	in	higher	education	tend	to	be	based	
on	different	epistemological	beliefs.	Epistemological	beliefs	are	constituted	by	
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ways	of	knowing	and	acting,	arising	from	previous	experiences,	capacities	and	
negotiations	with	the	social	and	sensory	world,	to	shape	how	one	constructs	
learning	(Billett,	2009).		These	beliefs	range	from	sophisticated	to	absolutist.	
Sophisticated	epistemological	beliefs	are	related	to	meaningful	approaches	to	
learning	(Brownlee,	Schraw,	&	Berthelsen,	2011).	Such	approaches	include	
understanding	that	knowledge	is	uncertain	and	can	be	problematised;	being	able	
to	connect	new	knowledge	to	prior	knowledge	across	different	contexts;	and	
using	knowledge	to	set	personal	action	goals.	Absolutist	epistemologies,	on	the	
other	hand,	see	knowledge	as	stable,	unconnected	to	the	learner	or	context,	and	
able	to	be	transmitted	unchanged	from	one	to	another.	Personal	epistemologies	
are	not	only	central	to	the	process	of	individual	learning,	but	also	to	the	
transformation	and	re‐making	of	culture	and	social	structures	(Billett,	2009).	
Evaluations	of	learning	and	teaching	that	err	towards	absolutist	or	naïve	
epistemologies	(Kuhn	&	Weinstock,	2002)	tend	to	be	decontextualized	(Nygaard	
&	Belluigi,	2011)	and	include	quantitative	surveys	that	focus	on	student	
expectations	and	teacher	performance.	Such	processes	are	more	tightly	controlled	
and	are	often	seen	by	university	teachers	as	a	game	they	have	to	play	within	the	
organization	(Bamber,	2011).	Evaluations	that	are	based	on	sophisticated	or	
evaluativist	epistemologies	(Kuhn	&	Weinstock,	2002)	are	more	likely	to	consider	
the	role	of	the	learner	in	the	evaluation	process,	that	is,	learning	is	seen	as	
contextualized	and	socially	constructed	(Nygaard	&	Belluigi,	2011).	Evaluation	
processes	in	this	instance	are	liable	to	include	qualitative	aspects	that	focus	on	
participatory	practices	within	the	learning	community	and	are	apt	to	be	used	by	
teachers	as	an	opportunity	for	reflective	practice	(Bamber,	2011).	Evaluation	
systems	in	universities	tend	to	be	based	upon	naïve	or	decontextualized	
approaches,	as	data	on	expectations	and	performance	are	easier	to	gather,	control,	
measure	and	compare.	Within	these	structured	systems,	however,	there	are	
opportunities	to	explore	and	transform	learning	and	teaching	practices	using	
sophisticated	and	nuanced	evaluation	strategies.	
Darwin	(2012),	for	example,	suggests	that	the	latter	of	these	approaches	
(contextualized	and	evaluativist),	whereby	conflicts	and	tensions	are	made	visible	
in	an	ongoing	dialogue,	is	a	much	more	productive	form	of	evaluation.	He	posits	
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this	alternative	approach	as	a	way	to	respond	more	effectively	to	the	demanding	
contexts	of	increasing	diversity	and	complexity	emerging	in	contemporary	higher	
education	environments.	Similarly,	Cathcart,	Greer	and	Neale	(2013)	argue	that,	
rather	than	using	evaluations	to	measure	performance,	they	should	be	used	to	
improve	learning	and	enhance	practice	as	part	of	a	culture	of	improvement.	They	
also	see	evaluation	practice	as	an	on‐going	dialogue	that	should	not	only	benefit	
future	students	but	should	also	improve	the	experiences	of	current	students.	
There	is	little	evidence	that	evaluation	systems	that	are	focused	solely	on	student	
expectations	and	teacher	performance	(absolutist)	will	lead	to	changes	in	
teaching	or	learning	practice	(Blair	&	Valdez	Noel,	2014).	Indeed,	one	of	the	issues	
with	the	use	of	data	from	such	systems	is	that	they	are	“frequently	the	subject	of	
unwarranted	interpretations	based	on	assumed	levels	of	precision	that	they	do	
not	possess”	(Boysen,	et	al.,	2013	p.1).	If	evaluation	data	are	used	(or	misused)	to	
measure	performance,	they	are	unlikely	to	improve	the	experiences	of	students	or	
teachers.	Unless	there	is	opportunity	for,	and	value	ascribed	to,	reflective	and	
transformative	practice	that	accounts	for	the	contextual	conditions	of	teaching	
and	learning,	evaluation	systems	will	have	little	use	as	opportunities	for	self‐
improvement	(Risquez,	Vaughan,	&	Murphy,	2014).		
	
The role of reflection in teaching and learning evaluation 
The	value	of	reflective	learning	and	reflective	practice	is	widely	accepted	in	
educational	circles	as	a	means	of	improving	students’	lifelong	learning	and	
professional	practice	(Bradbury,	Frost,	Kilminster,	&	Zukas,	2010;	Ryan	&	Ryan,	
2013).	Reflection	is,	however,	sometimes	seen	as	a	‘soft’	option	in	assessment	or	
evaluation	as	it	is	often	framed	as	a	descriptive	and	purely	emotive	activity	(Ryan,	
2014).	Professional	or	academic	reflection,	as	opposed	to	personal	reflection,	
involves	a	conscious	and	stated	purpose	(Moon,	2006),	and	needs	to	show	
evidence	of	learning	and	a	growing	professional	and	disciplinary	knowledge	
through	a	critical	lens	(Bain,	Ballantyne,	Mills	&	Lester	2002;	Hatton	&	Smith,	
1995).	Further,	it	should	lead	to	action	and	thus	is	transformative	and	reflexive	
(Archer,	2012).	This	type	of	action‐oriented	reflection	(or	reflexivity),	which	is	
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generally	the	aim	in	higher	education	courses,	must	ultimately	reach	this	critical	
reflexive	point	for	deep,	active	learning	to	occur	–	by	both	students	and	teachers.	
Such	reflection	sees	the	pedagogical	process	as	one	of	knowledge	transformation	
rather	than	knowledge	transmission	(Kalantzis	&	Cope,	2008;	Leonardo,	2004).	
The	learner	is	an	active	participant	in	improving	learning	and	professional	
practice.	When	students	and	teachers	are	provided	with	opportunities	to	examine	
and	reflect	upon	their	beliefs,	philosophies	and	practices,	they	are	more	likely	to	
see	themselves	as	active	change	agents	and	lifelong	learners	within	their	
disciplines	and	professions	(Mezirow,	2006).	
Evaluations	of	learning	and	teaching	in	higher	education	provide	a	perfect	
opportunity	for	developing	reflective	and	reflexive	approaches	to	learning	and	
teaching	and	promote	a	culture	of	lifelong	learning	within	changing	social	
contexts.	They	provide	dialogic	opportunities	to	examine	levels	and	types	of	
involvement	by	all	stakeholders:	what	went	on,	how,	why,	and	what	was	learnt.	A	
learning	context	or	situation	is	only	ever	as	good	as	the	engagement	of	all	
involved.	Thus,	evaluation	in	this	regard	is	not	about	measuring	a	teacher’s	
performance,	but	more	about	examining	the	dynamics	of	the	context	and	who	had	
a	part	to	play	in	what	ensued.	For	both	students	and	teachers	reflexivity	is	a	
necessary	condition	of	active	engagement	in	learning	and	evaluation	practices.  
 
Reflexive	learning	and	evaluation	processes	(Archer,	2007;	Grossman,	2008;	Ryan,	
2014)	include:	(i)	recognising	issues	or	critical	instances;	(ii)	reflecting	on	one’s	
responses,	capabilities,	motivations	and	desires	in	relation	to	the	issue;	(iii)	
weighing	up	contributing	social	or	contextual	structures;	(iv)	thinking	creatively	
and	critically	about	the	issue;	(v)	making	informed	decisions;	and	(vi)	taking	
appropriate	action.	These	processes	can	be	made	visible	and	can	be	modelled	and	
practiced	at	university	to	enhance	students’	and	teachers’	reflective	thinking	and	
reflexive	capabilities.	Students	learn	in	different	ways	and	engage	with	their	life	
or	study	concerns	in	different	ways.	Teachers	similarly	engage	in	and	prioritize	
teaching	in	different	ways	within	expanding	workloads	and	research	expectations.	
This	diversity	of	learning	and	teaching	styles	and	engagement	priorities	means	
that	there	is	not	one	best	way	to	improve	learning	experiences	in	higher	
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education.	Evaluation	opportunities	that	are	discursively	framed	as	reflective;	
inclusive	of	all	stakeholders;	based	on	evaluativist	epistemologies;	and	action‐
oriented	are	much	more	likely	to	prompt	improvement	in	learning	and	teaching	
practices	in	higher	education.	The	current	project	seeks	to	examine	and	
reposition	the	discursive	framing	of	evaluation	strategies.	
	
Theoretical framing: Discourse in action 
Discourse	theory	is	the	mediation	of	the	social	and	the	semiotic.	It	theorises	the	
social	structuring	of	semiotic	hybridity	or	interdiscursivity	(Chouliaraki	&	
Fairclough,	1999).	The	power	of	discourse	theory	is	in	its	shifting	synthesis	of	
other	theories	–	it	brings	a	variety	of	(sociological,	socio‐psychological,	linguistic)	
theories	into	dialogue	and	has	applicability	across	disciplines.	Texts	are	
constituted	by	different	semiotic	or	sign	systems	including	verbal,	visual,	written,	
audio,	spatial	and	multimodal,	are	produced	within	particular	social	contexts,	and	
as	such,	are	open	to	discourse	analysis.	Discourse	analysis	is	a	way	to	make	visible	
the	workings	of	texts	in	social	life.	
This	project	is	based	on	Halliday’s	(1978)	foundational	theory	of	language	as	a	
social	semiotic,	which	sees	texts	as	products	of	the	social	conditions,	with	
language	considered	a	socially	meaningful	sign	system.	The	basis	of	this	theory	is	
the	foregrounding	of	choice,	that	is,	texts	are	produced	by	people	in	particular	
ways	according	to	the	social	context,	the	audience,	the	subject	matter	and	the	
mode	and	medium	of	communication.	In	evaluation	systems,	the	way	we	use	
language	is	fundamentally	expressive	of	our	values	and	epistemological	beliefs	–	
these	comprise	discourses	of	evaluation,	linking	the	semiotics	with	the	social.	The	
language	choices	that	frame	evaluation	strategies	matter	because	they	produce	
representations	and	discourses	of	teaching,	learning	and	education	that	can	be	
taken	up	by	others,	whether	intended	or	unintended.	The	power	of	language	is	
not	only	in	its	representation	of	the	university	course,	but	also	in	its	interpersonal	
positioning	(Martin,	2007)	of	the	teacher	and	learner	and	the	performative	
expectations	of	both.	
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Context and Methods 
The	project	aimed	to	gauge	any	difference	in	the	critical	depth	and	actionability	of	
students’	feedback	on	university	teaching	and	learning	when	provided	with	an	
alternative	reflective	evaluation	strategy.	The	mandatory	university	evaluation	
system	was	an	online	questionnaire	administered	to	every	student	in	every	
subject	in	the	same	way.	Response	rates	were	generally	around	30%	in	this	
system,	however	not	all	students	provided	written	comments.	For	the	purposes	of	
this	project,	a	reflective	evaluation	system	was	implemented	alongside	the	
mandatory	system	in	a	Radiography	class	with	the	same	teacher	and	a	similar	
number	of	students	(n=	25)	across	three	consecutive	semesters.	This	research	
specifically	aimed	to:		
1. Teach	students	how	to	engage	in	reflective	and	reflexive	evaluation	of	
university	teaching	and	learning	
2. Compare	the	evaluative	prompts	and	responses	of	learners	and	teachers	
within	two	different	evaluation	strategies	
3. Clarify	the	type	of	feedback	that	leads	to	sustainable	improvement	in	
teaching	and	learning	
4. Support	academic	staff	in	taking	a	reflective	and	reflexive	approach	to	
students	as	co‐evaluators	of	a	teaching	and	learning	context			
The	data	analysed	in	this	paper	include	the	written	evaluation	prompts	or	
questions	from	each	evaluation	system	and	the	subsequent	written	responses	
from	students.	The	analytical	approach	used	is	critical	discourse	analysis	(CDA)	
which	enables	the	exploration	of	reflexive	writing	modalities	on	three	intertwined	
levels:	the	macro	level	of	socio‐historical	ideologies	in	higher	education,	objective	
structures	and	influences	on	students,	teachers	and	teaching;	the	meso	level	of	the	
contextual	specificities	of	the	textual	occurrences,	the	decisions	that	are	made	at	
these	moments,	and	how	these	influence	the	texts	produced;	and	the	micro	level	
of	the	language	choices	that	are	used	to	represent	self,	others,	knowledge	and	
ideas.	I	use	Fairclough’s	(1992,	2003)	linguistic	point	of	reference,	that	of	
Hallidayan	(1978)	systemic	functional	linguistics,	which	is	concerned	with	the	
social	character	of	text	and	the	relationship	between	discourse	and	discursive	
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practice.	Hallidayan	linguistics	is	particularly	useful	in	exploring	reflection	and	
reflexivity	in	evaluation	systems	as	it	foregrounds	choice,	decision‐making,	
interpersonal	positioning	and	appraisal	(Martin,	2007)	in	the	design	of	texts.		
The	small	scale	of	the	project	enabled	a	rich	and	detailed	discourse	analysis	
across	three	consecutive	semesters.	This	level	of	analysis	ensured	that	
trustworthy	(Freebody,	2003)	assumptions	could	be	made	about	the	implications	
of	framing	evaluations	in	particular	ways	through	language.	These	assumptions	
can	be	applied	to	the	language	of	large‐scale	evaluation	systems.		
Framing students and teachers through approaches to evaluation: Two cases 
Case 1: Student as client, teacher as provider 
The	evaluation	instrument	used	in	Case	1	was	a	mandatory,	online	questionnaire,	
which	used	a	likert	scale	and	an	open	comment	section.	Students	were	asked	
towards	the	end	of	each	semester	to	rate	their	teachers	and	the	units	(subjects)	in	
which	they	were	enrolled,	on	four	or	five	standard	items.	The	online	mode	of	this	
approach	would	certainly	have	affected	response	rates	(Risquez,	et	al.,	2014)	
compared	to	an	in‐class	administered	strategy.	More	importantly	for	this	study,	
however,	the	structure	and	language	of	this	instrument	invite	particular	kinds	of	
responses.	The	items	are	listed	below,	first,	those	evaluating	the	teacher,	followed	
by	items	to	evaluate	the	unit	(subject):			
T01	‐	This	teacher	demonstrated	expertise	in	the	unit	topics.	
T02	‐	This	teacher	taught	in	a	clear	and	helpful	way.	
T03	‐	This	teacher	showed	a	positive	attitude	to	helping	me	learn.	
T04	‐	I	have	been	satisfied	with	the	overall	teaching	of	this	staff	member.	
	
U01	‐	The	unit	activities	helped	me	develop	useful	skills	and	knowledge.	
U02	‐	The	relevance	of	the	unit	activities	was	clear.	
U03	‐	The	structure	and	organisation	of	the	unit	assisted	my	learning.	
U04	‐	I	received	helpful	feedback	on	my	learning.	
U05	‐	I	have	been	satisfied	with	the	overall	quality	of	this	unit.	
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The	language	of	the	teaching	items	(T01‐T04)	positions	the	teacher	as	a	
performer	through	behavioural	verbs	such	as	demonstrated,	taught,	showed.	
Further,	the	teacher	is	rendered	powerless	to	respond	and	is	the	subject	of	novice	
evaluations	of	expertise	and	attitudes.	The	learner	is	positioned	in	two	ways,	first	
as	passive	learner	by	their	absence	in	T01‐T02	and	in	the	passive	position	in	T03	‐	
helping	me	learn;	and	secondly	as	powerful	judge	in	their	appraisal	(Martin,	2007)	
of	the	teacher	–	I	have	been	satisfied.	Items	T01‐T03	invite	a	personal	review	of	
the	teacher	(Boysen,	et	al.,	2013),	rather	than	of	teaching,	with	ambiguous	
nominals	(expertise,	attitude)	and	descriptors	(clear,	helpful,	positive)	collocated	
with	This	teacher.	The	inclusion	of	this	staff	member	in	T04	invites	a	comparison	
of	This	teacher	(T01‐T03)	with	multiple	other	nameless	and	faceless	staff	
members,	suggesting	an	absolutist	or	decontextualized	view	of	learning	and	
teaching	evaluation	that	can	be	transferred	unchanged	from	one	context	to	
another	(Nygaard	&	Belluigi,	2011).	
The	unit	items	similarly	position	the	learner	as	passive	(assisted	my	learning,	
helped	me	develop),	however	they	also	invite	a	naïve	(Kuhn	&	Weinstock,	2002)	
approach	to	learning	in	the	propositional	assumption	(Fairclough,	2003)	that	
there	will	be	activities	that	are	not	useful	(U01)	or	relevant	(U02).	This	denies	a	
reflective	approach	to	learning	whereby	any	activities	are	useful	even	insofar	as	
understanding	oneself	as	a	learner	with	a	particular	learning	style	and	preference.	
In	an	evaluativist	or	contextualised	approach	it	is	also	the	learner	who	needs	to	
do	the	work	of	making	unit	activities	useful	and	relevant	for	themselves	by	folding	
them	into	the	social	practices	of	learning.	These	items	invite	the	learner	to	
abdicate	responsibility	for	learning.	They	invite	a	reactive	culture,	with	the	
discriminating	consumer	(Darwin,	2012)	blaming	others	if	one’s	expectations	are	
not	met.	There	is	no	dialogic	opportunity	for	a	shared	evaluation	of	the	learning	
space	and	the	more	complex	contributory	conditions	in	an	increasingly	diverse	
and	demanding	higher	education	environment.	These	conditions	include	the	
personal	or	subjective	considerations	(Archer,	2012)	of	learners	and	teachers,	
along	with	the	objective	or	structural	conditions	(Archer,	2012)	of	the	unit,	the	
institution	and	the	disciplinary	and	professional	field	at	this	time.	
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The	reactive	and	decontextualized	activity	exchange	(Fairclough,	2003)	of	this	
text	is	also	evident	in	the	open	comment	section	that	was	included	in	this	
instrument,	using	the	following	prompts:	
	
1. What	were	the	best	aspects	of	this	unit	and	why?	
2. Which	aspects	are	most	in	need	of	improvement	and	why?	
3. Please	comment	on	this	staff	member’s	teaching.	
	
These	prompts	are	one‐dimensional	and	exclude	the	learner	as	an	active	influence	
on	this	learning	opportunity.	Given	our	focus	on	the	language	of	evaluation,	the	
limited	comments	provided	by	students	constitute	the	data	analysed	in	the	next	
section.	These	data	are	indicative	of	the	types	of	comments	provided	generally	in	
this	evaluation	system,	and	specifically	across	two	semesters.	In	the	third	
consecutive	semester,	this	system	was	no	longer	mandatory	in	each	semester,	so	
the	teacher	decided	to	use	only	the	reflective	system	described	in	Case	2.				
	
Student responses 
Students’	responses	within	this	decontextualized	instrument	mostly	consisted	of	
rating	each	item	on	a	likert	scale.	The	structure	of	the	instrument	prioritised	the	
quantitative	elements	by	placing	them	first	and	by	including	an	overall	question	
about	teaching	and	about	the	unit	–	offering	a	convenient	endpoint.	The	online	
mode	made	it	easy	to	complete	with	minimal	effort	or	thought	required.	These	
organisational	features	were	designed	to	increase	response	rates	on	ubiquitous	
evaluation	surveys	and	to	make	data	management	more	straightforward.	They	
also	had	potentially	unintended	effects	of	presenting	negative	discourses	of	
learning	and	teaching	improvement:	that	it	requires	minimal	effort,	is	one‐sided	
and	is	simplistic	and	naïve	in	its	approach	to	learning.	Some	comments	were	
characterised	by	simple	assessments	of	the	teacher:	
	
S1:	Lecturers	don’t	give	enough	information.	
	
S2:	I	can’t	understand	her	accent.	
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S3:	[the	lecturer]	is	very	knowledgeable	however	isnt	[sic]	always	organised.	
	
These	comments	are	single	(S1,	S2)	or	paratactic	(equal)	(S3)	declarative	clauses	
(Fairclough,	2003)	which	provide	no	elaboration,	no	questioning	of	why	this	
might	be	the	case	and	are	appraised	negatively	(don’t,	can’t,	isn’t)	with	the	
exception	of	one	verb	–	is.	S1	and	S3	have	not	identified	specific	issues,	using	
ambiguous	adverbs	(enough)	and	adjectives	(knowledgeable,	organised)	with	no	
suggestions	for	action	on	the	part	of	anyone.	S2	frames	an	issue	with	the	teacher’s	
accent	in	a	way	that	opens	no	dialogue	about	possible	strategies	for	improving	
understanding.	These	are	reactive	responses,	which	provide	no	basis	for	
improvement	by	learner	or	teacher.	Some	comments	indicate	causal	reasoning	
(S5)	or	additive	(S4)	semantic	relations	(Fairclough,	2003).		
	
S4:	[the	subject]	was	good	as	it	provided	relevent	[sic]	practical	and	
theoretical	knowledge,	and	completed	(sic)	our	other	units.	It	prepared	us	
well	for	our	first	week	of	clinical	placement,	and	the	various	practical	
sessions	were	interesting.	
	
S5:	I	think	[the	lecturer]	assumes	that	you	listen	to	her	lectures	and	do	
extra	reading	outside.	However	as	1st	yr	students,	we	dont	[sic]	know	
what	extra	reading	we	should	be	reading.	We	could	start	reading	all	these	
different	things	but	may	only	be	needed	in	3rd	year	and	is	way	over	our	
heads.	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Despite	the	extra	detail,	S4	provided	general	commentary:	she	did	not	explain	
what	was	relevant,	why	or	for	what	purpose,	how	it	complemented	other	units	for	
her,	or	what	was	interesting	from	her	perspective.	This	comment	positions	the	
learner	as	positive,	yet	not	analytical	or	reflective	(Ryan,	2013)	in	her	evaluation.	
S5	tried	to	articulate	an	issue	with	teacher	expectations	about	independent	study.	
He	positions	himself	as	a	passive	and	entitled	learner	who	wants	to	be	told	exactly	
what	to	do	to	pass	this	subject	here	and	now	–	should	be	reading,	only	be	needed	in	
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3rd	year:	he	is	a	discriminate	consumer	(Darwin,	2012).	On	the	other	hand,	his	use	
of	modals	should,	could	and	may	indicate	a	tentative	learner	who	wants	direction	
from	the	expert	–	not	unexpected	in	a	first	year	student.	He	demonstrates	no	
perception	of	learning	to	improve	one’s	knowledge	or	widen	one’s	worldview	or	
to	become	an	insider	in	the	disciplinary	field,	and	this	evaluation	instrument	does	
nothing	to	dissuade	him	of	that	view.	His	response	is	more	indicative	of	an	
absolutist	approach	rather	than	a	reflective	one	in	which	he	can	take	some	control	
over	his	learning.	
	
Each	of	these	comments	in	Case	1	is	a	product	of	the	naïve	and	decontextualized	
(Nygaard	&	Belluigi,	2011)	discourses	about	learning	and	teaching	promulgated	
by	this	evaluation	instrument.	Students	in	Case	1	were	not	encouraged	to	place	
themselves	in	the	learning	context,	other	than	as	reviewer	of	the	teacher.	Nor	
were	they	prompted	to	engage	in	the	process	as	a	form	of	learning	(Risquez,	et	al.,	
2014).	Given	the	timing	of	the	evaluation	towards	the	end	of	semester,	students	
were	not	motivated	to	offer	analytical	or	actionable	suggestions	for	the	benefit	of	
themselves	or	others	(Cathcart,	et	al.,	2013).	The	language	of	this	evaluation	
instrument	invites	particular	kinds	of	discursive	practices	that	are	not	cognisant	
of	the	increasingly	complex	and	diverse	learning	and	teaching	contexts	of	higher	
education.		
	
Case 2: Student and teacher as collaborators in learning 
The	reflective	evaluation	instrument	(Table	1)	was	sent	to	students	as	a	word	
document,	however	it	could	also	be	re‐configured	as	an	online	questionnaire.	This	
was	a	voluntary	activity,	however	as	it	was	promoted	in	a	small	class	context	as	a	
learning	opportunity,	students	may	have	felt	obliged	to	respond	and	all	of	them	
did	(n=25).	The	length	of	the	responses	(ranging	from	half	an	A4	page	to	almost	
two	A4	pages)	indicates	that	students	were	quite	prepared	to	contribute	to	this	
reflective	evaluation	as	a	learning	activity	within	the	unit.		
Insert	Table	1	Reflective	feedback	instrument	
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The	students	had	been	taught	about	the	4Rs	(reporting,	relating,	reasoning,	
reconstructing)	of	reflective	learning	and	practice	(Bain,	2002;	Ryan	&	Ryan,	
2013)	as	their	clinical	placement	included	a	reflective	assessment	item.	It	is	
considered	that	this	explicit	teaching	of	increasingly	sophisticated	levels	of	
reflection,	leading	to	action,	was	integral	to	the	success	of	this	evaluation	
instrument.	As	Ryan	(2013)	and	others	(Barton	&	Ryan,	2013;	Orland‐Barak,	
2005;	Ovens	&	Tinning,	2009)	attest,	students’	reflections	are	usually	superficial	
unless	they	are	given	contextual	parameters	and	are	taught	how	to	reflect	in	deep	
and	critical	ways.	Further,	this	evaluation	system	included	reflective	prompts	for	
the	teacher	to	respond	to	this	feedback	(Table	2)	in	a	considered,	rather	than	
reactive	way.	This	instrument	is	included	to	demonstrate	the	dialogic	and	
communal	nature	of	the	evaluation	process,	however	these	data	are	not	included	
for	the	purposes	of	this	paper.	
Insert	Table	2	Reflective	staff	action	protocol	
The	feedback	instrument	used	explicit	prompts	rather	than	direct	questions	to	
answer	(see	Table	1	for	the	structure	of	the	instrument).	Students	were	provided	
a	blank	space	on	the	right‐hand	side	of	the	page	to	offer	any	comments,	or	they	
could	write	a	response	in	a	new	document.	The	prompts	were	organised	around	
the	4Rs	with	which	students	were	familiar:	
Reporting/responding: 
Outline	one	or	two	key	aspects	of	your	experience	in	this	learning	community	that	
helped	or	hindered	your	learning.	Explain	why	feedback	about	it	is	important.	What	
decisions	did	you	make	in	response	to	these	aspects?	What	did	other	students	do?	
	
Relating: 
Consider	your	own	engagement,	learning	style,	professional	or	discipline	knowledge:	
How	did	you	approach	your	learning	in	this	unit?	Did	you	engage	in	the	
recommended	ways?	(Eg	attending	class,	independent	study,	collaborative	work)	
How	have	you	approached	learning	in	other	units?	How	were	the	conditions	the	
same	or	different?	Did	you	give	yourself	enough	study	time	to	develop	your	
knowledge	and	skills?	
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Reasoning: 
Does	your	feedback	relate	to	the	subject	matter?	The	way	it	was	presented?	The	
resources?	Your	interaction	with	others?	Use	specific	examples	to	show	why	these	
factors	are	important	and	the	cause	and	effect	of	different	elements	in	the	unit.	
Consider	different	perspectives.	How	might	other	learners	experience	these	elements	
differently?	What	does	the	lecturer	have	to	consider	when	planning	a	unit	like	this?	
Reasons	for/against	this	design?	Are	there	ethical	or	equity	issues?	
		
Reconstructing: 
How	would	you	approach	this	unit	next	time?	Different	strategies	you	could	use?	
What	constructive	&	actionable	suggestions	can	you	offer	to	the	lecturer?	Why	
might	they	work	better	than	current	arrangements?	Who	will	they	benefit?	Where	
have	you	seen	them	used	before?	How	and	why	did	they	work?	
The	language	of	these	prompts	is	much	more	inclusive	of	learners	and	teacher	in	
its	choice	of	noun	groups	(your	experience,	learning	community,	other	students,	the	
lecturer).	It	provides	opportunity	to	reflect	on	one’s	own	contribution	(Did	you	
engage	in	the	recommended	ways?	What	decisions	did	you	make…),	the	
perspectives	of	other	students	(How	might	other	learners	experience	these	
elements	differently?)	and	the	teacher	(What	does	the	lecturer	have	to	consider	
when	planning	a	unit	like	this?)	through	interrogative	mood	(Fairclough,	2003)	
and	specificity	of	subject	matter	in	the	clauses.	The	language	invites	high‐order	
thinking	skills	of	comparison/contrast	and	causal	explanation	(How	were	the	
conditions	the	same	or	different?		Reasons	for/against	this	design?	…show	why	these	
factors	are	important…).	The	interpersonal	pronouns	(you,	your)	collocated	with	
learning	and	thinking	(How	did	you	approach	your	learning	in	this	unit?	What	
decisions	did	you	make…	Did	you	engage…)	asks	the	learner	to	contribute	to	this	
community	as	opposed	to	evaluate	the	teacher’s	performance.	This	means	that	
the	learner	is	positioned	as	an	important	part	of	a	community	of	learners,	with	
some	responsibility	for	the	success	or	failure	of	this	as	a	learning	opportunity.	The	
teacher	is	positioned	as	someone	working	within	objective	structures	(Archer,	
2012)	to	plan	learning	opportunities	for	students	with	diverse	abilities	and	needs	
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(How	might	other	learners	experience	these	elements	differently?	What	does	the	
lecturer	have	to	consider	when	planning	a	unit	like	this?	Reasons	for/against	this	
design?	Are	there	ethical	or	equity	issues?).		
Through	the	provision	of	quite	detailed	and	specific	prompts,	evaluation	of	
learning	and	teaching	is	framed	as	complex,	as	worthy	of	time	and	as	potentially	
transformative.	The	reconstructive	and	generative	possibilities	encompass	
current	learners	(developing	skills	as	lifelong	learners),	future	learners	
(experiencing	this	subject	next	time)	and	the	teacher	(to	consider	what	and	how	
the	learning	and	teaching	could	be	improved).		
Student responses 
Overall,	the	responses	to	the	reflective	instrument	were	lengthier	and	were	
signified	by	a	clear	shift	in	the	framing	of	teacher	and	learner	in	this	learning	
context.	There	were	few	simple	responses	as	the	prompts	were	designed	to	elicit	
a	reflective	analysis	of	one	or	two	specific	issues	rather	than	a	general	overall	
evaluation.	Three	specific	types	of	responses	were	evident	across	these	data:	
simple,	additive	and	causal/reconstructive.		
	
Very	few	of	the	student	responses	in	Case	2	were	simple	or	paratactic	declarative	
clauses	(Fairclough,	2003)	in	which	statements	were	not	clarified	or	elaborated.	
		
S10:	I	feel	that	there	was	a	distinct	lack	of	information	on	how	to	obtain	
and	who	was	entitled	to	monetary	aid.		
	
S20:	The	hospital	sessions	were	helpful	but	I	found	their	learning	
environment	a	little	less	than	satisfactory.		
	
S10	was	concerned	with	administrative	aspects	of	clinical	placement	(monetary	
aid),	which	they	did	not	relate	to	learning,	for	example,	in	enabling	them	to	stay	
closer	to	the	clinic	and	therefore	having	more	time	for	reflection.	S20	critiques	the	
learning	environment	on	placement,	which	demonstrates	some	critical	awareness,	
however	does	not	elaborate	the	issues	or	reasons	why	the	learning	environment	
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was	considered	unsatisfactory.	They	focus	on	assessing	unnamed	others	evident	
through	nominalisation	and	therefore	removal	of	the	subject	(Fairclough,	2003)	
by	S10	(a	distinct	lack	of	information),	or	by	the	possessive	pronoun	(their)	which	
is	abstract	and	general.	These	comments	are	reactionary	and	simple	rather	than	
reconstructive;	more	indicative	of	an	absolutist	or	naïve	epistemology	(Kuhn	&	
Weinstock,	2002)	related	to	learning	evaluation.	Most	comments,	however,	were	
more	elaborate	and	were	mostly	focused	on	self	as	learner	in	this	context	rather	
than	an	evaluation	of	the	teacher	from	afar	(Risquez,	et	al.,	2014).	Some	
comments,	while	reflecting	on	self	and	providing	some	elaboration,	remained	
additive	rather	than	reconstructive.	
   
S1:	On	occasion	I	expected	to	see	improvement	in	my	performance	and	was	
disappointed	to	note	that	my	development	was	not	as	fast	as	I	would	have	
liked.		
	
S9:	I	took	every	opportunity	to	get	as	involved	as	I	could,	which	lead	to	me	
making	a	few	mistakes	but	then	I	could	sit	down	and	reflect	why	I	did	
something	and	why	it	should	be	done	a	different	way.		
	
These	comments	show	students	taking	responsibility	for	their	learning	as	they	
consider	aspects	of	their	learning	development	that	position	them	as	fallible	
(Archer,	2007):	I	expected	to	see…	was	disappointed	(S1)	and	making	a	few	
mistakes	(S9).	However	they	do	not	elaborate	the	details	of	these	assertions,	using	
possessive	(my	performance…	my	development)	(S1)	or	abstract	nominals	
(something)	(S9)	to	skirt	the	issues	underlying	these	declarations.	The	majority	of	
comments	in	Case	2,	however,	were	causal	and	most	of	these	included	
reconstructive	thought.	For	example,	some	students	provided	feedback	about	the	
practices	of	the	lecturer.		
	
S1:	The	only	possible	request	would	be	to	slow	down	the	presentation	to	
allow	for	differences	in	accent	with	which	I	occasionally	struggled.	
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S11:	One	feature	that	I	feel	would	be	a	beneficial	addition	to	the	Unit	
would	be	to	have	lectures	recorded	for	later	reference	by	students.		Not	
having	a	recording	to	refer	to	has	made	me	more	anxious	about	the	
actual	lectures.		With	the	volume	of	information	provided,	which	is	not	
detailed	on	the	lecture	notes,	I	am	concerned	that	I	may	miss	something	
relevant.		I	have	tried	to	counter	this	by	sitting	to	the	front	of	the	lecture	
room	and	also	sharing	information	with	other	students…	Access	to	
recorded	lectures	would	enhance	this	process.		
	
A	key	difference	between	comments	relating	to	the	lecturer’s	practices	in	Case	1	
and	those	reported	in	Case	2,	is	that	students	placed	themselves	into	this	scenario	
(Ryan,	2011)	by	explaining	an	aspect	that	presented	a	challenge	(with	which	I	
occasionally	struggled),	their	personal	response	(made	me	more	anxious;	
concerned	that	I	may	miss),	or	their	strategies	to	deal	with	a	perceived	challenge	(I	
have	tried	to	counter	this	by…)	(S1).	They	also	proposed	solutions	for	the	lecturer	
to	consider:	slow	down	the	presentation	and	Access	to	recorded	lectures	would	
enhance	this	process	(S1),	rather	than	a	simple	appraisal	(Martin,	2007)	of	their	
performance.	This	acknowledgement	of	both	their	own	and	others’	contributions	
to	this	learning	context	is	indicative	of	a	more	contextualised	and	sophisticated	
epistemology	of	learning	(Brownlee,	et	al.,	2011).	Other	students	reflected	on	the	
ways	in	which	they	could	improve	their	own	experience:	
	
S4:	In	regards	to	my	learning	habits	for	the	entire	unit,	I	definitely	could	
have	put	more	effort	into	my	studies.	I	did	make	an	effort	to	coming	to	
class	whenever	possible	and	I	think	I	attended	almost	all	classes,	however	
I	didn't	put	very	much	time	into	the	unit	outside	of	class.	I	could	have	put	
aside	more	time	and	really	cement	the	theory	into	mind,	instead	of	letting	
the	concepts	blend	together	until	it	came	time	to	cram	for	exams.		
	
S12:	By	writing	reflections	on	a	regular	basis	of	this	placement,	I	was	able	
to	evaluate	the	day’s	events	with	more	confidence	and	understanding.	The	
art	of	reflective	writing	doesn’t	come	easy,	and	I	still	find	it	difficult	to	do	
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so…	I	believe	I	could	have	done	more	to	help	me	through	this	process	such	
as	writing	a	diary	to	kick‐start	my	reflective	thinking.		
S19:	My	second	day	of	placement	was	at	a	different	treatment	centre	
where	I	was	placed	with	a	new	team	of	therapists.	I	experienced	a	very	
different	level	of	communication	in	the	workplace	to	what	I	had	already	
been	exposed	to	and	it	made	me	reflect	on	my	communication	skills	as	a	
student	as	well	as	the	communication	within	the	radiation	therapy	
profession…	Inter‐professional	communication	is	important	in	any	work	
place	and	helps	develop	teamwork,	professional	relationships	and	co‐
ordination…	I	feel	that	I	could	have	been	more	professional	in	how	I	
responded	to	the	fact	that	the	people	I	was	meant	to	be	learning	from	
didn’t	want	to	speak	to	me.	It	made	me	frustrated	and	also	had	a	
significant	impact	on	my	self	confidence…	If	I	was	to	experience	this	again	
then	I	would	be	more	confident	in	my	ability	and	continue	to	be	an	active	
member	of	the	team	rather	than	let	myself	be	blocked	out.	Cohen	(2008)	
elaborates	that	it	is	not	reasonable	to	expect	perfection.	Instead	of	taking	
the	way	I	was	treated	to	heart,	I	should	have	looked	for	different	ways	to	
approach	the	situation	and	been	more	flexible	with	different	personalities.	
I	was	unrealistic	to	think	that	each	person	I	encountered	would	be	
enthusiastic	to	help	me	learn	in	the	way	I	was	used	to	and	I	was	not	
prepared	in	how	I	would	deal	with	that	situation.		
	
These	comments	illustrate	a	self‐awareness	of	the	limitations	of	their	chosen	
study	habits	(I	could	have	put	aside	more	time…	cram	for	exams)	(S4)	or	
speculation	about	strategies	that	may	prove	useful	to	improve	learning	(I	could	
have	done	more	to	help	me	through	this	process	such	as…)	(S12).	Students	
acknowledge	their	agency	as	learners	(Mezirow,	2006)	and	S19,	in	particular,	
demonstrates	her	reasoning	and	reconstructing	skills	as	she	weighs	up	her	
learning	context	(a	very	different	level	of	communication	in	the	workplace),	her	
own	responses,	beliefs	and	expectations	(It	made	me	frustrated;	I	was	unrealistic)	
and	advice	from	the	literature,	to	posit	a	starting	point	(I	would…	continue	to	be	an	
active	member)	for	deliberative	action	(Archer,	2007).	These	comments	indicate	
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the	linguistic	assumption	(Fairclough,	2003)	of	a	learning	culture	of	improvement	
(Cathcart,	et	al.,	2013)	and	suggest	that	students	are	taking	responsibility	for	their	
learning	choices.	
Discussion and Implications 
Evaluation	of	university	teaching	and	learning	is	a	social	practice.	The	discourses	
and	texts	that	we	produce	about,	for	and	through	evaluation	in	higher	education	
produce	particular	kinds	of	understandings	and	beliefs	about	learners	and	
learning	and	about	teachers	and	teaching.	In	the	data	reported	here,	it	is	clear	that	
different	evaluative	approaches	are	underpinned	by	epistemological	beliefs	
ranging	from	naïve	(decontextualized)	to	sophisticated	(contextualised)	beliefs	
(Brownlee,	et	al.,	2011;	Kuhn	&	Weinstock,	2002;	Nygaard	&	Belluigi,	2011).	In	
the	former,	teachers	are	performers	and	learners	are	passive.	In	the	latter,	
teachers	and	learners	are	constructed	as	active	agents	within	a	learning	context	
that	is	influenced	by	multiple	internal	and	external	conditions.	These	discourses	
of	teachers,	teaching,	learners	and	learning	evident	in	the	approaches	used	for	
evaluation	of	higher	education	teaching	and	learning	influence	the	types	of	
responses	that	students	produce.		
In	Case	1,	learning	is	discoursally	constructed	as	a	product	of	teacher	input.	This	
means	that	it	is	designed	as	an	assessment	of	the	teacher	as	performer,	with	no	
regard	for	contextual	conditions	or	learner	input.	Evaluation	of	teaching	and	
learning	in	this	system	is	constructed	as	a	quick	and	easy	one‐way	process.	The	
responses	produced	by	students	in	this	decontextualized	system	(Nygaard	&	
Belluigi,	2011)	are	tick‐box	and,	occasionally,	brief	written	reactions	to	one‐
dimensional	questions.	This	approach	is	constituted	by	discourses	of	
accountability	and	consumer	satisfaction	(Darwin,	2012).	Students	are	vigorously	
encouraged	to	evaluate	often	and	swiftly.				
In	Case	2,	the	overarching	discourses	are	related	to	learning	about	self	in	relation	
to	context,	and	engaging	in	dialogue	with	the	teacher	to	interrogate	the	
experiences	of	all	involved	in	the	learning	context	(Blair	&	Valdez	Noel,	2014).	
The	distinguishing	elements	in	Case	2	are	the	constructions	of	both	learner	and	
teacher	as	active	agents	with	choices	that	have	consequences.	Further,	evaluation	
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is	positioned	as	a	process	worthy	of	time,	requiring	the	mediation	of	self	and	
others	with	the	immediate	and	broader	contexts	of	higher	education.	This	
approach	engenders	discourses	of	evaluation	as	a	learning	opportunity	in	which	
the	purpose	is	to	transform	the	practices	and	ideas	of	both	learners	and	teachers	
for	on‐going	improvement.			
While	this	exploratory	study	occurred	in	small	classes	in	the	initial	project	
reported	upon	here,	this	approach	has	now	been	up‐scaled	successfully	into	large	
classes.	Large	classes	can	adopt	these	reflective	evaluation	strategies	by	building	
them	into	tutorials	as	a	way	to	open	dialogue	between	students	and	teachers	
about	how	things	are	progressing.	This	strategy	is	particularly	useful	in	first	year	
subjects	to	teach	students	that	learning	is	a	process	that	requires	on‐going	
reflection	and	engagement	to	be	successful.		The	time	spent	on	this	strategy	in	
class	can	reap	long‐term	benefits	in	shaping	learning	habits	and	ideologies	for	
success.	While	a	limitation	of	this	study	is	the	small‐scale	nature	of	the	
intervention,	this	design	enabled	a	detailed	discourse	analysis	of	the	textual	and	
performative	effects	of	two	opposing	approaches	to	evaluation	in	higher	
education.	The	findings	have	implications	across	the	sector	in	terms	of	the	ways	
in	which	our	evaluation	practices	inscribe	strong	messages	for	our	students	in	
how	to	approach	(or	demand)	their	learning.	
Conclusion 
Evaluation	of	university	learning	and	teaching	needs	to	be	repositioned	as	an	
opportunity	for	reflective	learning	and	dialogue.	Education	and	learning	are	not	
the	same	as	a	business	transaction	whereby	you	pay	your	money	and	get	
something	in	return.	Rather,	learning	necessitates	the	messy	process	of	doubt	and	
conceptual	change	in	action:	the	realisation	that	perhaps	you	know	less	than	you	
thought	you	did	before	you	started,	and	the	acknowledgement	that	learning	is	
about	doing	rather	than	receiving	(Kalantzis	&	Cope,	2008).	It	makes	no	sense	to	
implement	evaluation	systems	that	rate	teachers	when	learning	is	dependent	
upon	so	many	personal	and	contextual	factors.	Evaluation	can	be	reframed	as	
learning	using	a	reflective	approach	that	benefits	both	learners	and	teachers.	In	
this	way,	it	is	the	interplay	and	dynamics	within	the	learning	context,	including	
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texts,	practices	and	people	that	come	under	scrutiny	for	improvement,	rather	
than	a	single	teacher	who	is	one	of	many	factors	of	influence.	
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